the machine was  parked on the parking lot and that he never
observed  it  backing out of  the  shop.     He agreed  that  the
configuration of  the machine  is   such as  to not  obstruct the
operator's  view  to the  rear,   and  he admitted that the
operator  could turn  in all directions  and see behind the
machine,     Mr.   White's  only, concern was  that  the  operator
would  not  be  able to  see anyone   coming around the corner of
the  shop  if  he were  to back out  of  the  shop.

Mr.  White  indicated that the  forklift  in question is
not used to move  or   store  the bagged materials  which are
processed at  the  plant,   and that  other types of   forklifts
are used for that purpose.     He  assumed that  the  cited
forklift would  be used to help  secure equipment  from the
hurricane,   and  he  indicated  that  it was  normally used to
move motors  and parts  around the plant.

Although   it  is  true  that at  the precise  time that the
inspector  viewed  the  forklift,   it was  not backing up,   the
fact is  that when it  is in normal use in and ar'ound the
plant  transporting'equipment and parts,   one  can  logically
assume  that  it will  back in and  out of areas  after
depositing  its   load.     Mr.   Spradling  confirmed that  the
machine might be  used during the day to load out trucks with
pallets  and material  or during  an overhaul which takes place
every  two  or three months   (Tr.   98)."   Since the machine is
equipped with  a  backup alarm,   it makes  good  sense to insure
that  it  is  operational,   and the  respondent  candidly  admits
that  this   is  true.     While  the respondent has established
that the forklift was   not backing out of the shop at the
time  the  inspector observed  it,   respondent has  not  rebutted
the inspector's  assertion that  when it does  back out of a
shop area,   the operator can not  see, around the  corner.

After  careful  consideration of all  of  the  testimony
with regard to  this  citation,   I   conclude and find that
petitioner has  established a violation of section  55.9-87,
and the citation  is  AFFIRMED.

Citation  2232154.     The  inspector  here  charges  that the
respondent  violated  section  55.9-1,   for purportedly  failing
to make available certain  records  as to the pre-shift
inspection on the mobile equipment.     The requirements  of
section  55.9-1,   are  as  follows:

55.9-1.     Mandatory.     Self-propelled
equipment  that  is  to  be used during  a
shift  shall be  inspected by the
equipment  operator  before being placeding factor, he were nevers to ascertain quality or state, to detect errors, etc.,"
